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Executive Summary
Can the business world come together with the nonprofit world to create systems to lift low
income women, children, and families out of poverty? The following report aims to show how the
changing principles of business have the potential to serve international populations living on less
than $2USD per day. For-profit organizations working with citizen sector organizations instead of
giving charity provides a sustainable model to connect profit maximization with social good.
Honeydrop Beverages is a company based out of New York that produces lemonade
sweetened with honey. Their products do not contain any refined products, only using fresh and
natural ingredients. Seven Hills Foundation is a health and human services organization located in
Worcester, MA. They provide healthcare and behavioral services to underserved populations in
central Massachusetts and Rhode Island. One of their affiliate organizations, Seven Hills Global
Outreach, works with international partners to provide similar services to communities abroad who
live in severe poverty. These organizations have come together to create a financial relationship
that is more than just charitable giving from the private sector to the nonprofit sector. The
following capstone describes this relationship as a case study for future business leaders to
establish similar partnerships.
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Corporate Social Responsibility
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a business approach that contributes to sustainable
development by delivering economic, social and environmental benefits for all stakeholders.
Corporate Giving
Corporate giving or corporate philanthropy is the act of corporations donating a portion of their
profits or resources to various non-profit organizations.
Shared Value
This concept, created by Michael Porter, can be present when companies generate economic
value in a way that also produces value for society by addressing its challenges. A shared value
approach reconnects company success with social progress.
Social Business
Social business was defined by Nobel Peace Prize laureate Professor Muhammad Yunus. In a
social business, the investors/owners can gradually recoup the money invested, but cannot take
any dividend beyond that point. It is a cause-driven business; the purpose of the investment is
purely to achieve one or more social objectives through the operation of the company, no
personal gain is desired by the investors.
Public Sector
This sector includes areas of the economy controlled by the state.
Private Sector
The private sector is the part of a country's economic system that is run by individuals and
companies, rather than the government. Most private sector organizations are run with the
intention of making profit.
Citizen Sector
This term, as used in this report, describes the portion of the economy that is run by private
individuals or groups, serves the best interest of society at either a profit or not, and is not
controlled by the State (nonprofits, NGOs, foundations, philanthropic organizations).
Foundation/ Charity/ Philanthropic Organization
A foundation (also a charitable foundation) is a legal categorization of nonprofit organizations
that will typically either donate funds and support to other organizations, or provide the source of
funding for its own charitable purposes.
For-Profit Enterprise
A for-profit organization may be formed to conduct any number of lawful business activities
with the primary goal of making a profit.
Non-Profit Enterprise
A nonprofit organization is an organization whose purposes are dedicated to a social cause rather
than making a profit. In financial terms, a nonprofit organization uses its surplus revenues to
further achieve its purpose or mission, rather than distributing its surplus income to the
organization's shareholders (or equivalents) as profit or dividends.
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CICs (Community Interest Company)
A community interest company (CIC) is a type of company introduced by the United Kingdom
government in 2005. It is designed for social enterprises that want to use their profits and assets
for the public good.
L3Cs (Low-Profit Limited Liability Company)
A low-profit limited liability company (L3C) is a legal form of business entity in the US that
provides a structure that facilitates investments in socially beneficial, for-profit ventures by
simplifying compliance with Internal Revenue Service rules for program-related investments (a
type of investment that private foundations can make). This enterprise structure was designed to
bridge the gap between nonprofit and for-profit investing by providing.
B Corporations (“Beneficial” Corporations)
B Corporations are for-profit companies certified by the nonprofit B Lab to meet rigorous
standards of social and environmental performance, accountability, and transparency.
Stakeholder
Stakeholders are people that can affect or be affected by the organization's actions, objectives
and policies. Some examples of key stakeholders are creditors, directors, employees,
government, owners (shareholders), suppliers, unions, and the community from which the
business draws resources.
Shareholder
A shareholder or stockholder is an individual or institution that legally owns a share of stock in a
public or private corporation. Shareholders are the owners; they buy shares which represent part
ownership of a company.
Dividends
A sum of money paid regularly (typically quarterly) by a company to its shareholders out of its
profits (or reserves).
MDGs
The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are the world's time-specific and quantifiable
targets for addressing extreme and multi-faceted poverty; income poverty, hunger, disease,
exposure, and exclusion while promoting gender equality, education, and environmental
sustainability.
Earnings before Interest, Tax, Depreciation, and Amortization (EBITDA)
A measure of a company's operating performance; A method of evaluating a company's
performance without having to factor in financing decisions, accounting decisions or tax
environments. It is calculated by adding back the non-cash expenses of depreciation and
amortization to a firm's operating income.
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Section 1: Introduction
This capstone team consists of Sarah Dys, Maya Grevatt, and Brianna Mirabile, all Masters
of Public Administration candidates at Clark University. The following are the objectives for this
capstone project for our client Seven Hills Foundation:
1. Define ‘corporate social responsibility,’ ‘shared value,’ and ‘social business.’
2. Describe and analyze the partnership of Honeydrop Beverages (for-profit) and Seven Hills
Foundation (non-profit).
3. Prepare a report for distribution within the business community outlining the value
potential of social business enterprises and private-citizen sector partnerships.
While our project is a case study on the partnership of two organizations, our direct client
is Seven Hills Foundation. Seven Hills is the largest healthcare and human services non-profit in
the Northeast region of the United States. A large portion of Seven Hill’s human and resource
capital is dedicated to providing programming for children and adults with mental and
developmental disabilities, and women and children in developing countries. The organization
supports 11 operating affiliates in Massachusetts and Rhode Island, employing close to 4,000
professionals spread over 170 different locations.
Seven Hills’ core values focus on creating a culture of respect, diversity, and
empowerment. These values are evident in the organization’s mission and vision statements:
Mission: “to promote and encourage the empowerment of people with significant challenges so
that each may pursue their highest possible degree of personal well-being and independence.”
Vision: “to be a preeminent leader and resource in the identification of unmet community needs;
in the promotion of professional and compassionate models of service; and as an advocate of
emerging public policy which exemplifies the dignity of all persons regardless of physical,
social, or emotional condition.”
Seven Hills Foundation is an organization with a large reach into many areas of healthcare
services. They appear to be well established based on their website and social media pages. All of
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their programs and initiatives, be it adult behavioral health or water sanitation in Bo, Sierra Leone,
come from a place of empowerment, engagement, and achievement.
Our primary contact and client for the project is the Seven Hills President and CEO, Dr.
David Jordan. Dr. Jordan expressed interest in this project on a trip to Sierra Leone and Ghana.
One of the purposes of this trip was to show a marketing representative from Honeydrop Beverages
new beekeeping initiatives in those countries. Our understanding is that Dr. Jordan has organized
a social partnership between Seven Hills Foundation and Honeydrop Beverages. A percentage of
sales from the beverages will go towards supporting those beekeeping initiatives financially.
The industry of incorporating social missions into profit-generating business operations is
not only young, but also fairly ambiguous in terms of language and operational consensus.
However, there are a few widely agreed upon trends and objectives that unite many of those
involved with this field.
One theory that has gained considerable consensus throughout the field and inspired
fascinating research is the idea of scaling social progression. Organizations and creative
entrepreneurs all over the globe are working hard for social good, and above all, improvement and
change in the lives of those that are served.
However, there is widespread concurrence across the citizen sector that the current model
of funding for the nonprofit and foundation business model inhibits growth and affectivity.
Theorists suggest that, due to structural and financial limitations, these organizations may be
incapable of accomplishing social change on the scale and at the pace that is necessary. That being
said, many innovative design and partner-related solutions have arisen from this theory to increase
the scope and sustainability of funding, and limit organizational vulnerability and dependency.
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Most of these strategic solutions involve harnessing the sustainable and profit generating
power of private business models, and applying it to the strategy and mission of social
improvement. One of these emerging solutions involves establishing an expectation of corporate
responsibility among both consumers and private business; these “socially minded” divisions of
for-profit businesses would provide an entirely new and bottomless source of funding and
stimulation for private/non-profit relationships.
Similarly, other solutions focus primarily on the development of committed public/private
partnerships and the mutually beneficial value that could be generated. The daunting task of
figuring out how to apply for-profit business principles and practice to a not-for-profit organization
has been a challenge approached by many economic and development theorists.
The concept of self-sustaining social business in reality requires alterations to business
practice regulations; a social business cannot be easily or effectively created under the legal
structure of a non-profit (dependent upon funders) or a private corporation (due to the profitmaximizing lens). However, a variety of alternative business initiatives, structures and model are
emerging to support social enterprise and sidestep the need for regulatory changes. Some examples
include cross-sector social partnerships, social businesses (type I and II), CICs (community interest
company), L3Cs (low-profit limited liability company), and b corporations (“beneficial”
corporations).
Seven Hills can be understood and described as a prolific and successful example of
business being done in the citizen sector. The term citizen sector is used to encompass the
enormous range of groups and foundations that have been established all over the world to address
unmet social needs and development. The key distinction between these citizen sector
organizations and private socially minded businesses is that profits are reinvested and dedicated to
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the improvement and expansion of their programs. Furthermore, the very terminology of the
citizen sector functions to symbolically house the sector of enterprise made up entirely of
organizations attempting to solve complicated social problems. Although many are non-profit in
their structure, they often emphasize sustainable innovation and entrepreneurial spirit. Seven Hills
Foundation and CEO Dr. David Jordan provide a remarkable example of a citizen sector non-profit
organization leading in the movement of uniting best practices of business with social good.
Many emerging ideas regarding best practices of social good in business exist. They range
from Corporate Social Responsibility initiatives and programs, to more visionary projections about
the evolutionary direction of capitalism. Organizations like Seven Hills play a critical role in the
larger picture and future direction of this intersection between business and social good. These
not-for-profit, social enterprises are dedicated to establishing mutually beneficial partnerships and
designing funding solutions, and are making tremendous strides for social business advocates,
theorists, and beneficiaries.
Our capstone report will include a review of existing literature, a description of our
methodology, an in-depth case study analysis of our results extracted from interview responses
and stakeholder reports, and a discussion of the implications and potentials of these findings in our
21st century economy.

Research Questions
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We intend on using our literature review and case study analysis to address and answer the
following research questions to the best of our ability, and to the maximum capacity possible for
a single partnership case.
RQ1: To what extent, if any, might a mutual relationship between private (for-profit)
sector and citizen (non-profit) sector organizations enhance the tangible financial integrity
of each?
RQ2: What might be identified, if any, as intangible benefits that accrue to either/both
private and citizen sector organizations in a mutually beneficial business relationship?
RQ3: To what extent, if any, is Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Shared Value
(SR) between the private (profit) sector and the citizen (nonprofit /social) sector a 21st
century capitalist imperative?
Outline
We will begin our literature review by discussing what social problems we face today, and
why it is imperative to address them using the most efficient and sustainable solutions possible.
We will then describe why it can be effective to apply certain business principles to social good,
and in what ways. The poor population can play a pivotal role in these strategies, and we will
expand on the ways in which this underutilized and undervalued population can accelerate social
progress significantly if empowered to do so.
We will then delve into the existing literature, examples and history behind three methods
of applying business solutions to social problems. We will begin by defining corporate social
responsibility programs, and the role that these initiatives play in the current ideology surrounding
private/citizen sector segregation, philanthropy, and corporate responsibility. Then we will move
on to Shared Value, and the theoretical definition and relative implications associated with the
concept. Lastly, we will examine the literature surrounding Social Business models. This will
conclude our literature review, and lead directly into our methodology section.
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The methodology section will describe our methods of collecting resources to inform our
literature review, case study, and interview responses. It will also detail the procedures that were
used in each of these pieces. Following this will be our interpretation of the ethical considerations
associated with this engagement, and a brief discussion of why these concerns must be taken into
account to ensure accurate and benevolent depiction of the enterprises, individuals, and concepts
involved.
The following section will expand on our findings and the implications of these results.
We will analyze and summarize the Honeydrop shareholder reports, and financial trends or
relationships that are indicated. We will then discuss the results of our interviews as well as the
inferences associated with them. Each research question will be answered comprehensively with
evidence from our case study and research.
We conclude this capstone report by discussing the pragmatic takeaways from our report,
and summarizing our learning, recommendations for and reflection on this engagement.

Section 2: Literature Review
Background
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Addressing widespread societal problems successfully through citizen sector performance
has been an ongoing struggle. Thinkers and theorists today are playing with the idea of bringing
principles and resources of private for-profit business in line with social enterprises and their
missions. Although this intersection of private and citizen sector enterprise can take many forms,
this review will first focus on the theoretical justification for private-citizen sector partnerships,
and then on three primary themes which emerge repeatedly throughout the literature reviewed.
These themes include: corporate social responsibility initiatives, shared value theory, and social
business theory. Although social entrepreneurship takes many forms, this review will intentionally
exclude forms of private-citizen intersection that fall outside of our three primary themes in order
to define and maintain the aforementioned areas of focus.
Though the examination of private-citizen sector businesses is a relatively new theme in
economic and development disciplines, sources were available that showed the evolution of
thought regarding private and citizen sector collaboration. Much of the literature used came
directly from the two fathers of the shared value and social business theories; Michael Porter and
Muhammad Yunus. This review will primarily function to explore and consolidate existing
thought regarding private-citizen sector partnerships, and methods of applying business principles
to social innovation.
Social Problems
Following the Millennium Summit of the United Nations in 2000, the eight international
development goals set forth there, known as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), have
become a standard under which worldwide progress is being measured. While relative
improvement on the all of the MDGs gives the impression that the world as a whole has been
making strides against inequality, breaking down the numbers tells a very different story. Overall,
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many of the measurements for health indicators have shown improvement; however, these
developments have not been spread evenly across the world. Fourteen percent of the world’s
population still lives on less than $1.25 a day, 13% of the world’s population is undernourished, 6
million children under 5 are still dying every year, and only 4.2 billion people have access to piped
drinking water; those affected are concentrated in the developing regions of the world, particularly
in Sub-Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia (World Health Organization, [WHO], 2015). In
addition, our population is growing so fast that we are quickly approaching the maximum
population that our planet can sustain indefinitely in regards available resources: the carrying
capacity of the earth. According to the UNEP, a majority of scientific studies place the earth’s
estimated carrying capacity at 8 billion people, a number we’re projected to reach in the next 10
years (Pengra, 2012). This will mean that there will not be enough food, space, or resources for
everyone and the earth as a system will be in grave danger.
All of these factors have more detrimental effects in developing areas of the world where
the wealth gap is largest and free market economy is unreliable due to corruption and lack of
investment. In terms of environmental effects, in just the first two months of 2016 alone, over one
million tons of toxic chemicals were released into the environment, unevenly affecting those living
in crowded urban areas and in extreme poverty. In terms of health effects, the least developed areas
of the world are the ones in which the least amount of progress has been made to the MDGs,
leaving much of the population vulnerable. These issues are detrimental to the citizen, private, and
public sectors because we’re quickly depleting our resources as a planet. Without strong citizen
and public sectors, the private sector is in dire need, and vice versa. Having so many social
problems, with no clear end in sight, will destroy every sector if no action is taken.
Business as a Solution
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The idea of applying business principles and innovation to the pressing issues mentioned
above is quickly attracting the interest, evaluation, and critique of thinkers and business people
from all disciplines. In his TED lecture on social good and social business, Michael Porter justifies
his support of letting business solve social problems. Porter explains that while people’s awareness
of social issues is at a record high, solutions are not being implemented successfully. He explains
that while, in the past, business has been viewed as the cause of these problems, it presents the
extent of resources necessary to solve them effectively. Porter argues that applying business to
social good is, in effect, meeting needs at a profit; funding is generated through performance of
social mission. Furthermore, he argues that profit can actually be increased by addressing social
change. This new thinking contradicts widespread consensus that economic efficiency/profit
maximization and social progress are mutually exclusive. While emphasizing this type of
innovation in business practices is not necessarily a new concept, it is a relatively new approach
to addressing social problems (Porter, 2013).
There is a pervasive attitude across the citizen sector that the existing mode of funding and
operation for the nonprofit and foundation organizational model hinders performance of mission.
It is suggested that, due to structural and financial limitations, these organizations may be
incapable of accomplishing social change on the scale and at the pace that is necessary (Wilson,
2006). In More than Good Intentions, Karlan and Appel (2011) suggest that, while these
organizations are undoubtedly well intentioned, it is imperative at this pivotal point, that we aim
to strive beyond existing practices. Thousands of individuals and organizations are working
towards social good every day, but the methods and assumptions we are currently relying on are
not resulting in high enough impact. They argue that good intentions are no longer sufficient, rather
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we must critically examine and reevaluate these methodologies and practices, experiment,
innovate, and improve; not stagnate.
That being said, many innovative design and partner-related business solutions have been
prompted by this critique, to increase the scope of impact and sustainability of funding, as well as
to limit organizational vulnerability and dependency. Most of these strategic solutions involve
harnessing the power of private business principles, and applying it to the strategy and mission of
social improvement.
Profit-Generating Power
One frequently referenced advantage of the private business model over our existing social
mission model is profit generating potential. Muhammad Yunus (2011) discusses the value of
profit generation in his book, Building Social Business. He stresses the social impact limitations
inherent to an organization that is wholly dependent upon grants and philanthropic donations for
funding. However, a socially minded or social mission business model is intentionally structured
to produce and even maximize profit in time. The revenue produced by operational functions of
the organizational allow for full performance of the business’s social mission, founding investors
to be paid back in full, and subsequently, the organization to become entirely self-reliant.
Depending on the degree to which business principles are adopted into the socially focused
enterprise, these benefits vary. However, Yunus emphasizes the importance of creating selfsupporting social enterprise, and sites profit generation as the most effective way to achieve this
(2011). Ultimately, Yunus (2011) argues that once self-reliant, a social enterprise is able and
obligated to dedicate all profits incurred to increasing the impact of the organizational mission.
This bottomless source of funding invites and encourages creative innovation within best practices
and mission performance. Therefore, applying these profit generating principles to social
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enterprise creates a business climate with limitless potential for innovation, growth, improvement,
and expansion; quite a different reality than the highly constrained non-profit of today’s world.
Market & Resource Advantage
Another attractive benefit of incorporating business principles into the world of social
betterment relates to resources. Because profit generating business models have the capacity to
employ the power of free market competition and human capital, this introduces a new caliber of
resource and knowledge base in addressing social problems (Yunus, 2011). Private for-profit
businesses have long practiced and experimented with techniques to gain and maintain competitive
advantage over rivals. The application of this market savvy and best practices technique within a
social mission focus presents an unparalleled advantage.
Benefit to Poor
In The Mystery of Small Social Business Ownership By the Poor, Nghia Chi Nguyen (2014)
discusses the potential of creative solutions designed by the poor for poverty alleviation. Not only
do business principles invite innovation, profit, and resource to join the social mission force, but
poverty is also addressed in a sustainable, strategic manner. While many anti-poverty focused
organizations exist in the world today, Nguyen (2014) emphasizes the additional benefits that
enterprises with certain business-like characteristics can offer the poor. While typical citizen sector
organizations aim to alleviate poverty by providing free or donated services and products,
traditional private business, conversely, takes advantage of cheap labor and restricts the agency
and autonomy of the poor. Nguyen (2014) claims that when a business structure is reframed to
perform a social task, it can have the powerful effect of education, job, and business opportunity
creation. When a social enterprise is able to successfully involve its beneficiaries in the economic
market, the poor become an intrinsic and engaged engine in the fight to eradicate poverty.
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Participating in the economy through working, earning, buying, and selling is distinctly
empowering and offers long-term sustainability in lifting these individuals from poverty
permanently. Both Yunus (2011) and Nguyen (2014), among others, agree that applying business
principles to social problems is an excellent method of performing long-term poverty alleviation
without stripping beneficiaries of autonomy and initiative.
Benefit to Corporation
In addition to providing enhanced and sustainable poverty alleviation to the poor, applying
business principles to social improvement missions creates business value. Ian Davis, best known
for his position as managing director of McKinsey & Co (2005) claims companies that dismiss
social issues are feigning ignorance to external forces that could alter their strategic future in
fundamental ways. In this sense, attention to and involvement in social responsibility and solutions
prepare corporations for future challenges and open the door to new markets and expansion
opportunities. Furthermore, corporate support for international development benefits both the poor
and the company shareholders across the board (Wilson, 2014). To summarize this truly mutually
beneficial collaboration, Michael Porter (2011) has coined the phrase “shared value”.
“Poor” as a New Market
Poverty is defined as “the severe condition of economic depreciation suffered as a result of
being unable to sufficiently realize the economic potential of one’s own talents and efforts”
(Marwaha, Kulkarni, Mukhopadhyay, Sivakumar, 2007). Categorizing the global population based
on income looks like a pyramid. Wealth sits at the top spread among the few, while almost 50%
of the global population (4 billion) survive on less than $2 USD per day (United Nations, [UN],
2010). This population is underserved and surviving inhumane conditions. Governments and
economic markets often do not consider the needs of these citizens (Seelos and Mair, 2007). Those
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living in poverty lack clean water, food, and healthcare. Literacy and education rates are low while
disease, malnutrition, and mortality rates remain high. Households in low income brackets of
countries spend two-thirds of their income on food (Yunus, 2015).
Bottom of the Pyramid
These 4 billion people make up what C.K Prahalad termed the bottom of the pyramid. The
current global market is full of potential for the bottom of the pyramid is valued at approximately
$13 trillion USD. (Prahalad, 2005). Engaging this market requires an understanding of low income
segments and collaboration with local partners (Jhirad and Woollam, 2007). When the poor are
treated as consumers, they can reap the benefits of respect, choice, and self-esteem and climb out
of poverty (Marwaha, Kulkarni, Mukhopadhyay, and Sivakumar, 2007). This phenomenon is a
product of “bubble up” economics. The focus of economic endeavors is on the poorest half of any
given population, especially women. Credit is a fundamental human right and there is movement
for agency in employment (Grove and Berg, 2014).
Companies need strategies to engage with the bottom of the pyramid. Segmenting the
bottom 4 billion people into categories based on income and basic cross cultural qualities can help
organizations develop effective partnerships. The first segment is low-income who may have some
level of education and semi-regular paying jobs such as construction. The next level is classified
as subsistence. These individuals are poorly-educated and low-skilled. Those making less than $1
USD per day fall into the final segment, extreme poverty. People living in extreme poverty are
completely shut out of organized economy (Rangan, Chu, and Petkoski, 2011).
Assumptions and Challenges
While the bottom of the pyramid population faces significant challenges, they are an
innovative group. The main challenges low income markets and communities face include low
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purchasing power, collection, information exchange, security and environment, and beliefs and
perceptions about the consuming public (Ablaza, Aquino, Beshouri, Romano, and Zobel de Ayala,
2007).
Superficially, it seems counterintuitive to target low income sections of the globe for
business growth and social good. It is bound to fail if business and market principles used in
developed countries are just applied to bottom of the pyramid markets. Incorporating low income
segments of the global market requires redefinition of traditional business processes. Currently,
capitalism values businesses that build profit. Working with low income markets, products and
services must have both economic and social value (Kanter, 1999). Innovation is key; hence
redefining business processes. C.K Prahalad (2005) identifies characteristics of successfully
engaging the BOP market. In terms of products, Prahalad suggests prioritizing understanding
functionality and ensuring products work in hostile environments. As it is likely consumers will
be using the product or service for the first time, investment in research and a consumer focus is
critical. Also, rather than offering the lowest price possible, companies should strive towards
successful financing and price performance. Deskilling work, ensuring scalability of the business,
and conserving resources are other necessary elements for a successful partnership with low
income groups.
Current Business Models
Those businesses that engage the bottom of the pyramid share characteristics that attribute
to their success. At the most basic levels, for profit entities that open new markets in low income
areas must redefine their objectives to extend beyond potential benefits in that market (Austin et.
al., 2007). Additionally, companies must develop partnerships with representatives of the target
community.
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DESI and Shell Solar are two energy companies in India that have adopted new business
models to serve the communities where they operate. In contract with a local partner, DESI
constructs and operates a local power station collaborating with local individuals and businesses
to sell services to consumers. Shell Solar directly sells to consumers but offers financing plans and
uses subsidies from local government to offset upfront costs. These companies exemplify key
characteristics of business models that target low income communities. A deep understanding of
the community, local market, and consumer needs and strategic financing are critical in the success
of these programs (Jhirad and Woollam, 2007).
Sekem, a sustainable development organization, began in the 1970s by Dr. Ibrahim
Abouleish. Abouleish started this business to create economic and social value by working with
local communities to grow organic food in Egypt. Sekem’s success is due to Abouleish’s
understanding of the requirements for a successful business model with low income communities.
Sekem operates with a transparent exchange of market information, education element of
marketing and financing concepts, a code of ethics, use of contracts, and clarified roles for
everyone in the value chain (Seelos and Mair, 2007).
Manila Water Company in the Philippines utilizes its consumers to protect assets. In
distributing water to communities, MWC experienced loss of revenue due to leaks and illegal
connections. MWC used a network of individuals to protect and secure water lines from illegal
connections, reducing their losses in non revenue water (Ablaza, Aquino, Beshouri, Romano, and
Zobel de Ayala, 2007).
Existing Methods of Applying Business Principles to Social Good
Corporate Social Responsibility
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Throughout this paper we will use the term ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’ or CSR. This
term gained popularity in the 1960s and encompasses a company’s sense of responsibility towards
the community and environment in which it operates. Companies most frequently participate in
CSR through reducing their waste and pollution and by contributing to educational and social
programs. The idea of CSR was born from the citizen sector demanding more responsibility from
companies operating in their communities; however, the idea wasn’t welcomed at first. In a 1970
New York Times Magazine piece, Milton Friedman argues that rather, a corporation's only social
responsibility is to make money for its shareholders (Porter & Kramer, 2002). Until the advent of
CSR, the financial foundation of the private sector and the goals and programs of the citizen sector
were seen as separate, unrelated entities. Friedman’s article also highlighted the prevalent idea at
the time that social spending comes at the expense of economic initiatives and returns and that
corporate giving provided no greater benefit than what would be provided by individual donors
(Porter & Kramer, 2002).
As CSR first began, and in many ways still continues to function, corporations make
donations sporadically, to causes and programs unrelated to their business model. In addition, most
contributions reflect personal beliefs or values of executive or employees instead of being tied to
well thought out social or business initiatives. By the 1990s, companies began to realize that not
only did social giving make their employees happier and appease citizen sector demands, but it
also provided unrivaled marketing and public relations opportunities. In this way, philanthropy
and corporate giving became a vehicle for advertising, rather than social good. As Porter & Kramer
(2002) discuss, “U.S. corporate spending on cause related marketing jumped from $125 million in
1990 to an estimated $828 million in 2002” (p 29.). Often times however, the marketing expense
jumps far beyond the actual amount being donated such as with Tobacco giant Phillip Morris, who
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spent $75 million on charitable contributions in 1990 and then launched a $100 million campaign
to publicize these contributions (Porter & Kramer, 2002).
While there may arguably be some return on investment, it is not nearly enough to offset
the incredibly high cost, especially when the benefits to the citizenship sector still remain low. As
Wilson and Wilson (2006) argue in Make Poverty Business, if you use profit as a measure of how
much value a corporation is creating for society, CSR programs do little to create social benefit
when compared to programs in businesses that directly serve or employ the poor (p. 33).
Increasingly, corporations have had more and more difficulty in appeasing citizen sector demands
for higher giving while also being under pressure from shareholders to increase short term gains.
In response, the term ‘Strategic Philanthropy’ was coined to describe any kind of charitable activity
that has some defined theme, goal approach, or focus. The idea behind this being that companies
focus more on cause-related marketing, or concentrating giving in one area or on one non-profit,
in order to create stronger recognition and goodwill. The focus however, remains on the publicity
and not on social impact, which still falls short for the citizen and public sectors.
As Porter & Kramer (2002) note, “Companies don’t function in isolation from the society
around them” and that company productivity depends on having safe, educated, healthy, and
motivated employees (p. 32). Thus, Porter & Kramer suggest a better way for companies to use
CSR is by using their charitable efforts to increase their ‘Competitive Context’, or the quality of
the business environment in which they operate. Doing so aligns social and economic goals, allows
companies to leverage capabilities and relationships in support of charitable causes, and produces
social benefits that exceed those provided by individual donors, foundations, or governments
(Porter & Kramer, 2002). Increasing competitive context is always linked to business strategy as
it is related to the availability and quality of skilled workers, the efficiency of local
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telecommunications and infrastructure, the size and sophistication of local markets, and the extent
of government regulations which the company is dealing with (Porter & Kramer, 2002).
By analyzing this competitive context, companies can identify areas of economic and social
overlap. Thus, by better understanding the link between philanthropy and competitive context,
companies can identify both where they should focus corporate giving and how they can achieve
greatest social and economic impact through their contributions (Porter & Kramer, 2002). As
Handy (2002) states, “Businesses cannot always afford to be so generous to so many people, but
doing good does not necessarily rule out making a reasonable profit” (p. 81-82). Few companies
however have connected their giving areas in ways that would improve their competitive potential.
In order to properly utilize strategic philanthropy, companies would need to address social and
economic goals simultaneously, targeting competitive context in such a way that the company and
society both benefit.
As Goodpaster and Matthews (1982) argue in “Can a Corporation Have a Conscience?” if
a corporate can have the same rights as a person, then the logic follows that they should have the
same role and responsibility in acting for the social good. Throwing money at a problem won’t
simply make it go away; only when sustainable, effective efforts are made to incorporate the citizen
sectors needs can CSR begin to benefit both the poor and the shareholders. As previously
discussed, using the private sector as a vehicle to create change in the citizen sector is the most
effective solution. In “The Path of Kyosei,” Kaku (1997) discusses the way in which Canon has
made CSR an integral part of its identity. Being generous with employees, fostering a spirit of
cooperation and pushing the importance of community have helped make this possible. By
investing in developing countries, addressing trade imbalances, pushing for environmental
responsibility Canon has made a significantly positive impact on the world while still maintaining
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20% annual increases in profits. At Canon, they take this responsibility a step further by advocating
for legal and education reform, upholding high moral and ethical standards in their product
development cooperating with competitors. Kaku (1997) goes on to state that because
“multibillion-dollar corporations control vast resources, employ millions of people, and create and
own incredible wealth, they hold the future of the planet in their hands” (p.122). Thus, the
importance of creating a better CSR that addresses everyone’s needs is not only necessary but
critical in creating change.
Shared Value
The term ‘shared value’ was developed by Michael Porter and Michael Kramer in their
Harvard Business Review article titled “The Big Idea: Creating Shared Value” (2011). The
definition, purpose, and characteristics of shared value described in the following are taken from
this article. It is a concept rooted in the integration of business practices for the purpose of both
economic and social benefits. Shared value is a distinct business practice from corporate social
responsibility. The following discusses the identification of shared value, the similarities and
differences between corporate social responsibility and shared value, examples of shared value in
the world, and criticisms of the practice.
Socially responsible business practices evolve over time. In its simplest form, this
evolution began with philanthropy and most recently exists as social business (Figure 1.).
Companies and organizations still use all of these techniques for social responsibility. Shared value
is an outcome rather than a practice. It is defined by Porter and Kramer (2011) as “policies and
operating practices that enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously
advancing the economic and social conditions of the community in which it operates.”
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Striving for shared value involves three strategies: reconceiving products and markets,
redefining productivity in value chain, and building supportive industry clusters at company
locations (Porter and Kramer, 2011). As discussed earlier, redefinition of products, markets, and
value chains is crucial. This is a measure of adapting business models to allow for both economic
and social success. These tactics are similar to successfully engaging low income segments of the
global market.

Figure 1. The role of business in society, evolving approaches. Reprinted from Harvard Business
School Institute of Strategy and Competitiveness, by M. Kramer, 2011, Retrieved
from http://www.isc.hbs.edu/creating-shared-value/Pages/default.aspx.
FSG, a social change organization cofounded by Michael Kramer and Michael Porter
hosted a roundtable discussion in 2010. Executives from different companies came together to
share their experiences of bringing shared value into their businesses. At the round table were
executive representatives from Goldman Sachs, Hewlett Packard, Cisco Systems, InterContinental
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Hotel Group, IBM, Medtronic Foundation, and Alcoa North American Rolled Products. The topics
of conversation included motivation for creating shared value, strategic partnerships with NGOs,
how each company measures success, and what shared value looks like in the future.
Most of the questions served to determine what kinds of shared value programs exist on a
major corporate scale and the reasons for implementation of those programs. Programs included
Goldman Sachs’ 10,000 Women initiative. It is a financing program investing in women around
the world who lack resources to begin businesses. IBM began hosting the Smarter Cities
Challenge. IBM will award a $50 million dollar grant over the course of three years to cities around
the world to assist them in projects related to growth and sustainability.
While the programs varied in innovation they all had a common theme. Each shared value
initiative addressed the company’s triple bottom line. A regular bottom line in business
terminology refers to net profit for a company. The triple bottom line considers environmental and
social measures in addition to financial (Slaper and Hall, 2011). In the words of Ezra Garrett,
executive director of the PG&E Corporation Foundation, “If we’re not conducting our business in
a way that is responsible and that acknowledges the impact of our business on their neighborhoods
and the environment, then it’s big trouble. Big trouble for us, big trouble for our shareholders, and
big trouble for our government regulators as well.”
Social Business
Social business is frequently framed as a parallel institution to traditional private business.
While the innate objective of private business is profit-maximization, social business, by
definition, strives to address complex social problems. The social business concept was first
conceived and defined by Nobel Peace Prize laureate Professor Muhammad Yunus. He establishes
a working definition in his books Creating a World Without Poverty (2007), Social Business and
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the Future of Capitalism (2009) and Building Social Business: The New Kind of Capitalism that
Serves Humanity's Most Pressing Needs (2011). The design of social business is new and still
developing in reality. As a result, Yunus is the primary advocate and source of the concept.
Therefore, much of the concept and theory surrounding this method of applying business concepts
to social good is generated primarily through his work and writing. Although there are many
entrepreneurs and economists now beginning to adopt and evaluate social business practices, the
idea is still fresh, and is just beginning to infiltrate and inspire the studies and theories of
widespread academia. In Building Social Business, Yunus (2011) defines a social business as a
non-loss, non-dividend, financially self-sufficient company, designed to address a social problem
(1). The social business structure necessitates that all profits incurred by the business are
reinvested, with the objective of not only sustaining daily operations, but also funding
improvement and expansion of the organization’s social impact.
As with any new concept, Yunus (2011) and other writers have found it critical to recognize
and define not only what social business is, but also what it is not. Social business is distinctly
different from other forms of enterprise, particularly social entrepreneurship, although the two
concepts are frequently grouped together. In the book Mission, Finance, and Innovation:
Similarities and Differences between Social Entrepreneurship and Social Business (2014),
Beckmann, Zeyen, and Krzeminska discuss the key distinguishing features. While social business
and social entrepreneurship have a shared focus on and dedication to their social mission, they
differ considerably in regard to innovation and financing. Social entrepreneurship relies on
innovative cutting edge ideas to carry out a social mission. Meanwhile, social business is centered
on the self-financing and profit-generating potential of applied business principles to carry out
their relative social mission, on an increasing scale. While social entrepreneurship aims to apply

ANALYZING SHARED VALUE AND SOCIAL BUSINESS PRINCIPLES 23
the power of innovation and creative concepts to addressing social issues, social business aims to
apply the power of profit-generating business principles to addressing social issues at scale
(Breckmann et. al, 2014).
Social business is also distinguishable from the private business model as shareholders are
prohibited from receiving dividends that exceed their initial investment in the business. Due to the
inability of invested parties to profit financially from the success of such an operation, social
business dedicates its entirety to achieving social goals, rather than maximizing shareholder returns
(Yunus 2011).
Social businesses require, as any other enterprise, significant startup investments upon their
conception. Much of this funding is accessed through philanthropic and charitable investment and
donation. This is another point where the social business model becomes distinctly unique. Where
nonprofit and charitable foundations would remain dependent upon this external funding, a social
business is designed to generate independent profit. This revenue is used to repay these initial
shareholders over time, and ultimately, the business aims to achieve self-sufficiency. This is
accomplished by applying traditional business principles to the socially oriented operation,
resulting in a profit-generating and self-supporting model. In short, a social business is not social
entrepreneurship, a private business, or a non-profit, NGO-like institution; It is a self-financing
business in which investors strive to affect social problems without experiencing any financial gain
themselves.
Why Social Business Works
Social business concepts are garnering increasing traction as economists, theorists,
entrepreneurs, and conscious citizens across the globe are recognizing the limitations of our current
methods of addressing widespread social problems. One of these limitations addressed in Scaling
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Social Impact: New Thinking (2010), is the potential scale, or scope, of affected change. Due to
the inherent financial dependency of citizen sector enterprises on donations and grants, these wellintentioned organizations are incapable of effecting social change on the scale and at the pace that
is necessary (Bloom, 2010). Furthermore, government attempts to address social issues are reliant
upon taxpayer money and thereby limited. Social business, however, has potential to expand
indefinitely by raising investment funds in creative ways and operating the enterprise in a manner
that supports and prioritizes development (Yunus, 2011). This limitless potential allows social
businesses to create social change at scale.
Another advantage of social business relates to human capital and expertise. Citizen sector
and non-governmental social organizations are often criticized for their fund-dependent existences.
They expend obscene amounts of resource and human capital performing the fundraising tasks
solely to maintain daily operations. A social business, once financially self-sustaining, is able to
dedicate total resource and human capital base to service/mission related activity. Social business
also has the capability to harness the power of the competition, freedom, innovation, and human
capital associated with the private business sector through increased choice of goods and services
(Yunus, 2011).
A third quality that makes social business inherently attractive to socially motivated
individuals, investors, and people affected by social problems alike, is the manner in which
beneficiaries are served. Yunus (2011) explains that charitable donations and services, although
well-intentioned, have “the inevitable effect of taking away the initiative of those who receive
benefits” (p. 6). In comparison, social business encourages self-reliance and agency through fair
prices and active participation in the free market. This increased dignity and autonomy with which
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beneficiaries are treated results in long-term solutions to issues of poverty, and increased
empowerment.
Lastly, social business makes the prospect of social betterment accessible to all. Yunus
(2011) argues that the emerging sector recognizes a sense of shared responsibility between the
government and citizens in solving society’s problems. He describes the political, fiscal, and
logistical challenges that governments face in addressing social problems; the continued existence
of so many social issues is hard evidence of government's inability to implement successful social
solutions. Social businesses, however, acknowledge the potential ability and innovation that that
individuals possess, but that government often lacks. The model then allows any and every citizen
a chance to take social responsibility into his or her own hands. Of course, many advantages to
social business exist, and this list is by no means exhaustive.
Types of Social Business
In Building Social Business, Muhammad Yunus (2011) classified the present variation of
social business models into two primary types. The classification relates to the manner in which
beneficiaries are involved with the enterprise, and the role that they play within the operation.
A type I social business is a profit-generating model of commercial business. This model
focuses solely on a social good mission: producing goods or performing services that function to
remedy a specific social problem or benefit a target population. Stakeholders do not receive
dividends that surpass their invested shares, and therefore do not experience any financial profit
from the engagement (2).
A type II social business is any profit maximizing model of business that is actually owned
and operated by its beneficiaries. These poor and disadvantaged individuals can profit through
direct paid dividends, among other indirect ways, such as through a foundation. While the business
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can be under ownership of either the poor or a foundation, it also employs those it intends to
benefit; providing income for those who need it, and in this way lifting employees from poverty
(78).
Muhammad Yunus: Theory on Capitalism
Muhammad Yunus is a Bangladeshi social entrepreneur, banker, economist, civil society
leader, and prolific author. In his book, Building Social Business, he discusses the place that social
business should assume in our complicated, profit driven world, and promotes the practice of
applying the dynamics of capitalism to humanity’s most pressing challenges (Yunus 2011).
Yunus’ position reflects the assumptions on which our current capitalistic model was
developed. His theory claims that these founding assumptions misrepresent humans gravely; as
one-dimensional creatures, motivated solely by financial gain. According to his writing, the current
model of capitalism was designed to recognize only one facet of human nature; the drive to profit.
However, he stresses that proof exists (through the existence of charity and truly altruistic
behavior) that there is another innate motive to human nature; the drive to do social good.
Unfortunately, adhering to this biased, one-sided model of human motivation has led the
capitalistic world to reflect a financially motivated and profit-obsessed population. Yunus argues
that our current mode of capitalism fails to recognize the selfless and socially motivated side of
human nature. He advocates that the adoption of the social sector as a fourth economic player
(behind public, private, and citizen) would remedy this deficit, creating a sphere for those who are
socially motivated to operate within (2011).
Yunus emphasizes combining sustainability and social good. Even when socially minded,
every decision and priority of a private sector company must be filtered through the lens of profitmaximization, while the citizen and public sector often strive toward social good, but are innately
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dependent upon externalities for funding. Yunus argues that applying the profit generating and
self-sustaining model of business to a social cause would have a chance at large scale affectivity
(2011).
Limitations and Challenges in Implementation
Muhammad Yunus (2011) stresses the challenges that exist in actually designing and
starting a social business, as the business structure regulations do not exist yet. This is a hurdle
that not only prevents social business ideas from being carried to fruition, but also leads to the
demise or compromising of existing businesses. This newly conceived concept of social business
requires alterations to business practice stipulations; a social business cannot be easily or
effectively created under the legal structures currently in existence. A social business could not be
created under non-profit regulations because the respective funding systems of the two structures
have irreconcilable differences. Therefore, the closest financial and regulatory format of business
to the social model is a private for-profit corporation. However, using this profit-maximizing
foundation for the social business introduces unrelenting danger that shareholders may change
their minds and demand dividends upon financial success. According to Yunus (2011), this threat
will be a reality in social businesses operating by private business regulations until a new set of
regulating principles are developed to support social business and establish standardization.
However, due to this missing puzzle piece, many alternative business structures are
emerging to support social enterprise. They include CIC (community interest company), L3C
(low-profit limited liability company), and a b corporation (beneficial) (Yunus, p. 127).
Other limitations
In The One and Many Sides of Social Business: A Critical Reflection, Kreutzer and
Mauksch (2014) discuss the logistical limitations to the present model of social business, and the
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difficulties faced in long-term strategic planning. The first limitation or danger that the authors of
this piece offer is the risk of universality. This encompasses the idea that social business, if
implemented and/or interpreted incorrectly, could begin to function as a sector of privatized public
services. Already, many governments have and are considering privatization for the social services
that they are unable to provide adequately. Kreutzer and Mauksch (2014) claim that the social
business model could eventually run the risk of beginning to replace government and/or non-profit
and NGO functions, instead of serving as an “innovation engine” for the social sector.
Furthermore, the challenge of navigating profit generation and adherence to mission
presents a considerable and ongoing dilemma in social business. Developing the metrics to assess
financial results without disturbing the social mission is imperative to maintaining a pure social
mission tantamount to the pure business format. Particularly in times of economic downturn or
financial hardship, Kreutzer and Mauksch (2014) suggest that it may be difficult to avoid
compromising a social mission, particularly because the cost of continued service may come at a
very high price, but consequences for loss of a high demand service may be even greater. These
dilemmas only grow more confounding when the dynamic of the social business founders are
examined; social entrepreneurs are not always trained managers. However important, appropriate
management training is not likely to be the priority in the face of malnutrition and poverty (2014).
Another important consideration discussed in this chapter was the issue of long-term
sustainability. Kreutzer and Mauksch (2014) state the observable fact that for a business of this
purpose; providing vital services, products, and income to poor communities, failure would have
consequences exceeding that of a typical commercial business.
Examples of Successes
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There are more examples of successful social businesses all the time; type I, type II, and
even models that incorporate the characteristics of both. Muhammad Yunus is responsible for the
creation of a large branch of international social businesses. The innovative trial and error learning
process is described thoroughly in his book, Building Social Business. When he founded the
Grameen Bank, the bank “of the village” in Bangladesh, he had only just begun to shape the idea
of a larger private business with a social mission. This bank exists as a source for microcredit loans
and support for micro-saving among the poorest Bangladeshi communities. The organization
gives very small loans to people who lack both credit and collateral. The minute loans make an
immense difference in the small entrepreneurial ventures of the people who receive them. The
opportunity to access and build credit is rare in these communities; commercial banks cannot
afford the risk, and loan sharks would lend money but collect crushing and inescapable return
interest rates. Not only does the Grameen enterprise employ poor villagers, providing decent
working conditions and a stable and reasonable income, but the microfinance programs are
designed to target and support poor Bangladeshi women and their businesses. Therefore the
Grameen Bank represents both a type I and type II social business (Yunus 2011).
The Grameen business became immensely successful, although not without trial and error.
Later partnered with Dannon yogurt, Grameen Dannon began to address malnutrition in
Bangladesh, particularly among children. They developed a yogurt product, sold at a subsidized
price, and fortified with all the micronutrients lacking in the children’s typical diet. Grameen
Dannon is self-sustaining, profits are reinvested in the improvement and expansion of the product,
and business success is measured not by revenue, but by the number of children able to escape
malnutrition each year. This model is a type I social business, as it is structured as a private

ANALYZING SHARED VALUE AND SOCIAL BUSINESS PRINCIPLES 30
commercial product manufacturer, but addresses a social problem and does not pay dividends to
shareholders.
Conclusion
While shared value and social business theories have evolved over the last few decades to
become a realistic and marketable business strategy for the private sector, there are still huge gaps
in implementation. Many businesses in the private sector have incorporated aspects, or ideas, from
these theories into their models and structures; yet real, measurable change has yet to grab hold.
In the following case study we will analyze a partnership between two private and citizen sector
organizations which may offer a new ideal. This partnership is so far unlike any in the literature
and may or may not be one which can be replicated across all organizations and industries.
This section is intended to provide a background for the theories and practices
exemplified in the following case study of this report. The following section describes our
methods and analysis.

Section 3: Methodology
Case Study Analysis
Researchers used qualitative research methodology in the form of interviews. The
foundation of this project is a case study of the partnership between Seven Hills Foundation and
Honeydrop Beverages. Part of the scope of this project is to create a narrative describing the
business relationship between these two organizations. The qualitative research interview is used
when 1) a study is focused on a particular phenomenon or situation, 2) individual processes within
a social unit are studied prospectively, and 3) individual historical accounts are required of how a
particular phenomena developed (King, 1994)
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A case study is defined as “a process or record of research in which detailed consideration
is given to the development of a particular person, group, or situation over a period of time.” Key
stakeholders were interviewed in-person and over the phone. Open structure interview questions
were posed to interviewees (APPENDICES). In-person interviews were recorded electronically
with the permission of the interviewee. Interviews over the phone were recorded via note taking.
The purpose of these interviews is to build a case study of a partnership between a citizen sector
organization and a private, for-profit organization. Interview questions were created based on the
following research questions:
RQ1: To what extent, if any, might a mutual relationship between private (for-profit) sector and
citizen (non-profit) sector organizations enhance the tangible financial integrity of each?
RQ2: What might be identified, if any, as intangible benefits that accrue to either/both private and
citizen sector organizations in a mutually beneficial business relationship?
RQ3: To what extent, if any, is Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Shared Value (SR)
between the private (profit) sector and the citizen (nonprofit /social) sector a 21st century capitalist
imperative?
Quantitative analysis is used in the form of creating projections for the financial
relationship between Seven Hills Foundation and Honeydrop Beverages. Using stakeholder
reports from fiscal years 2014 and 2015 researchers have access to sales, earnings, and financial
forecasts from Honeydrop Beverages. This information is used to create a series of projections that
showcase the financial relationship between Honeydrop Beverages and Seven Hills Foundation in
the future.
Data Analysis
As part of this case study analysis, our team was given access to two 2015 Honeydrop
Investor Update Reports. The first is a Quarter 2 Update dated July 12, 2015 and the second is a
Quarter 3 Update dated December 1, 2015 (see Appendix C and Appendix D). In these updates,
David Luks outlines the company’s performance in 2015, strategy and initiatives, challenges, and
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their expectations for what’s to come. Based on these updates, we have gathered an approximate
picture of the state of the company’s financial standing as well as the direction in which they
appear to be heading.
Overall, Honeydrop is continuing to experience a net loss in their revenue. Their Earnings
before Interest, Tax, Depreciation, and Amortization (EBITDA) experienced a loss in Q1 (-$113,
207), Q2 (-$57,780), and Q3 (-$106,356) because of increased spending on sampling costs, public
relations, marketing, travelling to trade shows, and hiring personnel. As their Income Statement
shows, spending on Advertising and Marketing across Q1, Q2, and Q3 totaled $294,587,
accounting for a huge reduction in their net revenue. This spending has begun to pay off however
as Honeydrop beverages were the featured in multiple magazines resulting in millions of page
impressions, or individual requests for a webpage to load. In addition, Honeydrop has been steadily
increasing the number of stores their products are available in as well as making critical
connections with the beverage and grocery industry which have the potential for significant
growth.
The overall trend in their sales has continued increasing, although they did experience a
drop in Q3 of 2015. Their gross margin percentage has remained steady in the low thirties. Luks
states that Honeydrop plans to increase this number to at least forty by increasing each product’s
shelf life, decreasing their Costs of Goods Sold (COGS) by finding new suppliers, purchasing a
labeling machine, and exploring freezing raw materials to avoid seasonal price variation. In
addition, Honeydrop will be adding over 400 stores to its distribution in Q1 of 2016. While
Honeydrop did not consistently close the gap they are experiencing with a net loss, it appears as
though Luks is taking the appropriate steps to address this discrepancy.
Ethical Considerations
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As this case study and analysis did not compel us to perform any primary data collection
beyond internal interviews, the ethical considerations that must be associated with the project are
fairly straightforward. In this case, the confidentiality of financial records must be maintained. The
Honey Drop Beverage shareholder reports that are later analyzed for evidence of Shared Value
must be used as intended, only for the purposes of this report. Although these benevolent and nonincriminating records were graciously passed forward over email for our use, it is our responsibility
to interpret and present the information appropriately, accurately and ethically. Not only is this an
ethical concern, but also it would endanger the financial integrity and stability of both enterprises,
as well as their shared partnership.
Another ethical consideration pertinent to this study relates to references. Because much
of the existing literature on shared value principles and private-citizen sector partnerships is not
common knowledge and is therefore sourced from original work, we must be careful to
acknowledge the coined ideas and terms of other authors used in any part of the study’s language.
We, as researchers, have the responsibility to analyze data in a manner that avoids
misstatements, misinterpretations, or fraudulent analysis. This is difficult, in part, due to the nature
of our data. Our only source of primary data was found in the open interview responses of David
Jordan, David Luks, and Mareill Kiernan. While expected to maintain the highest level of
objectivity in discussions and analyses throughout the research, we also must interpret and present
data so that others are able to decide to what extent our interpretation is believable.
We also must be conscious of the implications of our case study. We do not want to imply
that the Seven Hills- Honeydrop model of private-citizen sector partnership is unflawed, or even
necessarily ideal. We aim simply to assess the validity of the private-citizen sector shared value
principle through the study of a specific existing partnership. Furthermore, we must be cautious
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not to represent the partnership as stagnant or complete; it is a working partnership, still in the
early, experimental stages of development and logistical design.
In addition, we must be wary of presenting the partnership narrative in a manner that
readers may interpret as a form of Corporate Social Responsibility or corporate giving. While we
discuss various methods of applying profit to social good in our literature review, and they are
related under this purpose, they are intrinsically different and must not be confused. To lead a
reader to understand the Seven Hills-Honey Drop partnership as a glorified CSR program rather
than a shared value initiative would be to misrepresent the efforts of both David Jordan and David
Luks.
The last ethical consideration that must be recognized relates to the potential
misrepresentation of those impacted by the partnership. In this case, that group includes the Sierra
Leonean, Ghanaian, and Guatemalan women who have been trained to raise bees and harvest
honey and apian byproducts as a supplement to their income. The ethical risk involves perpetuating
a cycle or dynamic of charity-dependency that functions to take personal agency away from
beneficiaries. Furthermore, there is a risk of misrepresenting the women’s true experience with the
initiative, and of inviting stereotypes surrounding those who receive aid.

The following section outlines the findings of our qualitative interviews and financial
analysis.
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Section 4: Findings
Introduction
David Luks, CEO of Honeydrop Beverages, Mareill Kiernan, Sales and Marketing Director
of Honeydrop Beverages, and Dr. David A. Jordan, President and CEO of Seven Hills were
interviewed via the interview guides in Appendix A and Appendix B. The purpose of these
interviews is to construct a narrative around the corporate partnership between these two
organizations. This narrative will be used as a tool to project how this type of business relationship
can succeed in the market.
Mareill Kiernan, the Honeydrop Beverage Sales and Marketing director of three years,
plays an unusual role in the start-up’s partnership with Seven Hills. Her direct participation and
involvement with the beekeeping projects in Sierra Leone and Ghana is one of the factors that
differentiate this partnership from a straightforward CSR program. As David Jordan explained
when interviewed, “If this was just CSR, Honeydrop would just be writing [Seven Hills] checks.”
However, the involvement of one employee in particular, Kiernan, goes much deeper.
In January 2016, Kiernan joined CEO David Jordan and several Seven Hills donors and
local students in experiencing the reality of these programs. The group of ten; including Sarah Dys
and Maya Grevatt spent almost two weeks in Bo, Sierra Leone and Tema, Ghana. One purpose of
the organized Seven Hills learning trip was to allow donors to witness the tangible results of their
generosity, and to connect with the grateful beneficiaries. A second purpose of the trip was to bring
the partnership between Honeydrop and Seven Hills to a heightened level. Through her
participation in the experience, Dr. Jordan aimed to connect Kiernan, (and through her,
Honeydrop) to the ultimate beneficiaries of their partnership: the rural women and their families
who now keep bees to produce and sell honey. On this trip, Kiernan was able to get to know some
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of the women who had been introduced to and trained in beekeeping through this partnership. She
was able, as we all were, to witness firsthand the incredible effect that the additional income from
honey has on entire families and communities in rural Sierra Leone and Ghana. Furthermore, more
experienced individuals participating in the initiative explained to us the strategic long-term plan
for expanding hives and production sustainably.
Kiernan’s presence on this trip spoke both to Honeydrop’s commitment to and interest in
this newly established partnership and initiative, but also to their intent to complete the oftendisconnected cycle of donor to benefactor. Furthermore, she was able to engage with the women
ultimately benefitting from the beekeeping projects initiated through the partnership. This direct
connection was critical to establish personal sponsorship and passion from the Honeydrop side.
Lastly, this engagement unofficially confirmed the validity and potential of the new cross-sector
partnership. Kiernan returned from the trip with a newfound sense of urgency and motivation, and
spread her enthusiasm throughout the company. Without the personal involvement of a Honeydrop
employee, Honeydrop would be disconnected and very removed from the effect of this partnership,
relying on Seven Hills’ presentation of the benefits and remaining need. However, due to this
unusually high level of cross-sector involvement, Kiernan is able to put faces, names, pictures, and
memories behind the purpose of their partnership with Seven Hills and bee keeping project.
Case Study
The Partnership
How did the business partnership between Honeydrop Beverages and Seven Hills
Foundation come to be?
Bill Davis, a current investor of Honeydrop, connected Dr. Jordan with the company. Davis
has both a professional and personal relationship with Seven Hills Foundation. He encouraged Dr.
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Jordan to invest in Honeydrop. Dr. Jordan posited a clean water initiative involving funding for
wells in Sierra Leone as a condition for investment; however, this project does not align with the
mission or vision of Honeydrop Beverages (Table 1).

What do you believe is Honeydrop’s mission?
“To develop natural, clean honey lemonade, simply, with unrefined products, low-calorie and
with health benefits”
“Bring a healthier version of a crowd favorite [lemonade] to the masses”
“To support bees and beekeeping”
Table 1. Respondent feedback to Honeydrop’s mission
Honeydrop currently supports beekeepers in the United States through its “Buy a Bottle,
Save a Bee” campaign. “A percentage of profits are donated every quarter and go towards
providing local beekeepers with hives in their communities to combat colony collapse disorder.”
Colony collapse disorder (CCD) is the loss of managed honey bee colonies due to pathogens and
other stress factors (van Englesdorp et al., 2009). Honeydrop’s drinks are sweetened with honey
from domestic and international sources. Dr. Jordan returned to the managing partners with a new
project. The idea, created and refined by Dr. Jordan and Mareill Kiernan, was to increase economic
development in villages by supporting local beekeeping initiatives. “All I care about is creating
new hives. This may not have been my idea, but it’s increasing the bee population, and that I fully
support,” said David Luks.
What does the partnership look like?
There are multiple layers to this business partnership. First, Seven Hills is a shareholder of
Honeydrop Beverages owning 5% of the company. Second, Seven Hills Global Outreach
facilitates the social good initiative to support local beekeeping projects currently in Sierra Leone,
Ghana, and Guatemala. Honeydrop designed a label to go on its Manuka honey products (Figure
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2). The label states: “For every bottle sold, 1% of proceeds goes towards Seven Hills Global
Outreach, a non-profit initiative to build sustainable bee hives and economic development in
emerging countries.” 1% of proceeds from net sales of those specific flavors will be given to Seven
Hills Global Outreach and 100% of those proceeds go towards social initiatives.

Figure 2. Sample Honeydrop Beverages product label
Honeydrop Beverages is currently applying to become a B corporation. B corporations are
legal for-profit organizations that serve a triple bottom line: social, environmental, and profit.
“This partnership with Seven Hills satisfies many of the social good requirements of a B
corporation and assists with that aspect of our application,” Mareill Kiernan says. “Additionally,
we are working with a new PR agency that wants to maximize press coverage build our brand.”
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Seven Hills has also broadened Honeydrop’s relationships in the international community and
provides them with additional areas to fight CCD.
How do you define the partnership between Seven Hills and Honeydrop?
Dr. David Jordan SHGO receives 1% of net sales and 100% of that is put towards social
initiatives. Honeydrop uses partnership for press, goodwill, and
introduction to the global market. SHF will receive benefits from investing
in Honeydrop.
David Luks

Seven Hills provides Honeydrop with an international community.
Honeydrop in turn puts Seven Hills on the label of three drinks made with
Manuka honey and 1% of profits made from these drinks will go towards
international beekeeping through SHGO.

Mareill Kiernan

The partnership needs to develop further as it is currently at a standstill.
SHGO brought me to Africa and there is a possibility of using honey from
SHGO’s projects in a drink. Honeydrop puts Seven Hills on the label of
three drinks made with Manuka honey and 1% of profits made from these
drinks will go towards international beekeeping through SHGO.

Table 2. Defining the partnership between Honeydrop Beverages and Seven Hills Foundation
What is the future direction of this partnership?
Dr. Jordan makes the analogy that this partnership is like “a movie with multiple characters
and storylines.” While these two organizations are in a partnership together, it was interesting to
learn where they hope the future of this partnership leads. Table 3 shows the juxtaposition of Dr.
Jordan, David Luks, and Mareill Kiernan’s thoughts on what the future looks like for Honeydrop
and Seven Hills.
Both Luks and Kiernan envision growth of Honeydrop Beverages, hoping their product
becomes a staple in health food stores across the country. They are constantly working on
developing new flavors and seeing what is popular among their consumers. Additionally, they are
working on a website overhaul. They are going to include a social good initiatives section that
capitalizes their domestic and international campaigns to support bees and beekeeping. Currently,
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movement towards seeing benefits come to fruition has been slow. But both Luks and Kiernan are
excited for the potential with Seven Hills.
How do you see the future direction of this partnership?
Dr. David Jordan Eventual purchase of Honeydrop by a major corporation (such as Pepsi)
that would multiply the initial investment. Secondly, increase the number
of wells, clinics, and schools that could result from acquiring that money.
David Luks

For Honeydrop to expand outside of the United States, update our website
and promote CSR, and get our products in new areas (example: Worcester,
Northeast).

Mareill Kiernan

Growth and expansion of Honeydrop; educate consumers in order to create
a healthier population, and continue to support the efforts of domestic and
international beekeeping.

Table 3. Stakeholders discuss the future of the business partnership.
Dr. Jordan’s vision for Honeydrop is somewhat different. As an investor in the company
he also hopes they experience growth in the market place. However, there are significant financial
gains with sales from products made with international honey. Honeydrop Beverages produce
unique, healthful drinks, sweetened with one teaspoon of honey. Dr. Jordan hopes a major
corporation will see the need to fill that niche on their shelves and offer to purchase the company.
The potential payout could provide significant funding for Seven Hills Global Outreach
international health and human services initiatives. In both “storylines,” Honeydrop’s growth and
success is at the forefront of the future of this partnership.
What does shared value mean to you?
In this scenario, shared value is present or has the potential to be present in different
capacities. The first, and most obvious, is via the partnership between the two organizations.
Honeydrop Beverages is receiving public relations potential, assistance with their b corp statues,
association with a prominent health and human services organization in the northeast of the United
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States. We asked Dr. Jordan, Luks, and Kiernan to describe what they think shared value means
(Table 4). Regardless of their background on this concept, each individual commented on the
mutual business benefits and social impacts. Business benefits include advertising, financial gain,
and market expansion. The social impacts concern the communities in Sierra Leone, Ghana, and
Guatemela that are utilizing resources to boost economic development in their areas, for the end
goal of living a better life.
How do you define shared value?
Dr. David Jordan Not just an equity ownership; It is a mutually beneficial relationship where
we both want to gain something and we have found a way to do that while
helping people who need it.
David Luks

Having a similar aspect of mission and vision between organizations
wherein the shareholders, company brand, and stakeholders win.

Mareill Kiernan

A symbiotic relationship which is beneficial to both sides wherein you give
as good as you’re getting. Building a small business brand while
committing to a social good.

Table 4. Stakeholder definitions of shared value.
Another type of shared value is among these two organizations in the United States and the
international communities they support. Considering Porter and Kramer’s definition of shared
value, we wanted to assess what the concept meant to the main stakeholders. Shared value, assesses
social needs and challenges via a business model. Seven Hills and Honeydrop are on their way to
addressing the needs of families (primarily women) who are at the bottom of the pyramid.
International communities that are raising and maintaining honeybee colonies retain all of the
profit from the products they make and sell as a result. Honeydrop and Seven Hills are providing
a means of economic development in places where there resources are almost nonexistent. The
goal is to provide families in these areas with the means to pull themselves out of poverty.
Research Questions and Findings
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Our first research question asks: To what extent might a mutual relationship between forprofit sector and non-profit/social sector organizations enhance the tangible financial integrity of
each?
For-Profit Sector
Within the for-profit sector, companies must be in touch with the needs and desires of the
consumer. Through creating a mutual relationship with a non-profit organization, for-profit
institutions have the ability to see significant growth. The first most tangible benefit is consumer
buy-in of the mission and sustainability of the product or service leading to a committed
community based market. The second is the substantial tax benefits a corporation can experience
through tax-deductible charitable contributions. Furthermore, companies can see a tangible
reduction in costs related to marketing, advertising, and public relations over time as their
partnership is spotlighted and promoted to supporters of the issue they are attempting to address.
Non-Profit Sector
The tangible financial benefits to a non-profit organization will likely be realized more
quickly, as many partnerships of this kind will involve some kind of monetary aspect. If this is the
case, then the non-profit is given a guaranteed stream of revenue and support which is incredibly
valuable. In addition, the non-profit organization will gain from the visibility that a for-profit
company can provide, resulting in donations and further sources of revenue.
Honeydrop and Seven Hills
With the Honeydrop and Seven Hills partnership it is too soon to tell how these tangible
financial benefits will fully form and the extent of their significance. As Dr. Jordan states in his
interview, receiving the first check from Honeydrop will be the first measure of success for this
partnership as it will be the first tangible financial benefit to SHGO. For Honeydrop, the fact that
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the Manuka drink labels which show SHGO have been stalled in production means that no tangible
financial benefit can be directly tied to this partnership until the labelling process occurs.
Honeydrop has however received the initial benefit of the Seven Hills Foundation investment into
the company. Seven Hills will need to wait until Honeydrop starts making a net gain before they
will see any of their investment returned, but it appears that Honeydrop is on track to accomplish
a gain in the coming year.
Our second research question asks: What might be identified as intangible benefits that
accrue to either/both private and citizen sector organizations in a mutually beneficial business
relationship? From our analysis of the Honeydrop-Seven Hills partnership, we identified three
primary areas of potential intangible benefits; networking, reputational, and strategic.
Expansion of Network
One advantage that a social corporate partnership such as this can provide for both
members is network expansion and publicity. Particularly for smaller, newer, start-ups like
Honeydrop, media buzz and brand networking is critical. From Kiernan’s interview, we learned
that Honeydrop was actually able to attract additional investors through this connection with the
Seven Hills organization. This sharing of a professional network is a critical method of expanding
an organization’s set of contacts, consumers and potential investors. One of the crucial next steps
that Luks specified for Honeydrop in his interview was brand expansion. He aims to expand brand
and product recognition to both new domestic areas (like Worcester) and also internationally. The
connections and publicity that could be generated by this partnership have potential to accomplish
these goals. Bringing the internationally recognized Seven Hills Foundation name to be associated
with the products will likely assist in building and securing an international consumer base.
Kiernan discussed her work with a new public relations agency in regards to the partnership,
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claiming they are very excited by this cross sector collaboration and are preparing to get major
press attention. For Seven Hills, press and advertising will stem from the labels once they are in
production. These labels will be printed on three drink products made with Manuka honey, and
will describe the partnership and beekeeping initiative in Sierra Leone, Ghana, and Guatemala.
This press and media attention will ideally be just part of the intangible benefit of the partnership
to both enterprises.
Reputational
Another valuable and intangible benefit of the partnership is reputational. This benefit has
a much higher payoff on the side of Honeydrop, although the partnership could potentially advance
the reputation of Seven Hills as well. The partnership and beekeeping initiative furthers
Honeydrop’s reputation as a socially aware and progressive company. This display of corporate
social responsibility is growing more and more attractive to the socially conscious millennial
consumer base, and this partnership reinforces that image. This type of reputation can be
categorized as a “B corporation”, or beneficial corporation; one that is socially conscious and/or
constructive. Today, there is a growing community of more than 1,600 Certified B Corps from 42
countries and over 120 industries working to redefine success in business. The partnership assists
in establishing Honeydrop as a “B corporation”, particularly because this initiative demonstrates
international corporate responsibility. As both Kiernan and Luks described, Honeydrop is powered
by a triple bottom line; social, environmental and financial benefits. The partnership has potential
to aid in building this status. Furthermore, the public corroboration of these values from the
partnership will function to develop a larger consumer base. Both Luks and Kiernan also described
their immediate goal as identifying and building meaningful relationships with consumers.
Honeydrop beverages are high end cold pressed beverages being marketed to a very specific niche
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market like shoppers of Whole Foods or Wegmans. Similarly, and according to Jordan’s interview,
the demographic most enticed by CSR and shared value initiatives are young adult consumers;
more specifically, a socially and health conscious niche group similar to that which Honeydrop
targets. Therefore, the partnership has the potential to establish and reinforce Honeydrop’s “B
corporation” reputation, and further contribute to attracting the niche market that is already being
targeted.
Strategic
The third benefit that was clearly identified as a potential payoff through the interviews
and case study is strategic. These strategic benefits relate to this partnership case in particular, but
could be potentially present in any shared value collaboration. By “strategic benefit” we are
referring to a benefit that could potentially be experienced if the directional vision is accomplished
for each organization, or an intended or unintended consequence of the partnership. For Jordan,
the ultimate goal would be a large corporation, such as Coca-Cola Company, buying out and
flipping Honeydrop. While the partnerships in Sierra Leone, Ghana, and Guatemala would
dissolve with Honeydrop funding- “the tradeoff in ending those initiatives would be the millions
of dollars that could be put towards additional programming”, said Jordan. This would This long
term goal would be a strategic benefit if it occurred as it would multiply the investment and the
eventual number of international Seven Hills sponsored wells, clinics, and schools that could and
would result from acquiring that money.
In a more immediate way, the Honeydrop mission is acquiring a strategic benefit from the
beekeeping initiative. Both Kiernan and Luks emphasized the consequences of Colony Collapse
Disorder (CCD) and the loss of our planet’s bee population. Regarding beekeeping in Western
Africa and Guatemala, Luks went as far as to state, “All I care about is creating new hives. This
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may not have been my idea, but it’s increasing the bee population, and that I fully support.” In this
sense, the sponsoring of beekeeping in these three developing areas will function to save more
bees, and combat CCD both internationally and domestically.
Current Position
When analyzing these intangible benefits, however, the vast majority of them are still to
be seen. While this partnership is young, the Honeydrop company is just as new. In all three
interviews, it was recognized that true benefits had yet to be experienced. When asked about the
progress, Jordan described that the first indication of success would be that first check from
Honeydrop funding the initiatives, and the production of Seven Hills labels on bottles. However,
the for-profit company has not quite reached that point. When asked about the nature of benefits
experienced thus far, Luks replied that it was too early in the relationship to tell, and that he wished
to see benefits on a larger scale than what was occurring. However, he hopes to encounter benefits
of the partnership in the next 3-12 months. Both he, Kiernan, and Jordan agree on this account.
They explain that since progress is moving somewhat slowly in development and initial sales of
the brand, they have not seen much in the way of benefits, tangible or intangible. However, Kiernan
claims that investors have been acquired due specifically to the connection with Seven Hills, and
press releases regarding the partnership are hopefully forthcoming. Furthermore, bringing this
brand’s name to an international market will serve to introduce Honeydrop to the global market
and consumer community.
Our third research question states, to what extent is corporate social responsibility (CSR)
and shared value between the private (profit) sector and the citizen (nonprofit /social) sector a 21st
century capitalist imperative? The entire purpose of analyzing this case study is to see what real
business professionals think about employing shared value into their business mission.
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While it is important to remember that this is a specific relationship between two individual
organizations, there are important themes that have the potential to scale to the greater business
world. The first emphasis is the wealth of study and research by leaders in this field, such as
Muhammad Yunus, Michael Kramer, and Michael Porter. Including environmental and social
principles to a business’s prerogative can have great benefits. David Luks said it best: “Consumers
are driving this change. They want transparency, be it foods they eat or products they buy. They
want to know they are putting their money towards ethical sources.” Kiernan also mentioned that
she felt this is the direction businesses were heading towards. However, “large corporations are
not going to pull this off. Small businesses need to lead these initiatives.” The following section
addresses future directions of these types of partnerships and where the business world is heading.
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Section 5: Conclusion
Summary
This paper examines how private sector and citizen sector organizations can join together
and change the face of business. We discussed history and theories behind the creation and
implementation of business principles. There are differences among charitable giving, corporate
social responsibility, and social business. Additionally, we highlight the importance of engaging
low income populations for innovation, sustainability, and tapping into a trillion dollar market.
Honeydrop Beverages and Seven Hills Foundation provide an example of applying social
business principles in a real world setting. While neither organization is classified or operates as a
social business, they show how the citizen sector and the profit maximizing sector can join to
advance social and economic good. We do not expect the relationship between Seven Hills and
Honeydrop to be generalized; as every business is individual, partnerships must be designed with
intent.
In the minds of these business-oriented individuals, it certainly seems that adapting
business principles to incorporate social and environmental objectives is where the market is
moving. On an international scale, it has become time sensitive to lift the billions of people living
in devastating poverty at the bottom of the pyramid. As the business world does its part in
expanding the middle class, corporate social responsibility will be a thing of the past. Shared value
and social business will be commonplace, uniting for profit, public, and citizen sector
organizations in pursuit of social progress.
Recommendations
As we examine the partnership between Honeydrop and Seven Hills, several
recommendations surface immediately. These are steps that would have ideally occurred already,
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but have not due to unforeseen setbacks on the side of Honeydrop. The first of these recommended
actions relates to the specialized product labels. These labels describe the partnership and
beekeeping initiative, and familiarize consumers with the Seven Hills’ name and organization.
Furthermore, these sales will lead to the eventual funding of the beekeeping initiative, which has
yet to see direct funding contributions from Honeydrop sales. We recommend that these labels
enter production and are included in product packaging as soon as possible. This step not only has
potential to generate attention for the partnership and beekeeping initiative, but could absolutely
aid in attracting a niche consumer base and increasing product sales.
Secondly, the website must be updated to provide curious consumers and viewers with
accurate information and representations of the partnership’s nature and purpose. Additionally, the
website should include regular updates for the interested public’s benefit; success stories and
photos of the women, villages and communities affected. This could go as far as information about
beekeeping practice and products/uses for apian byproducts in these remote villages.
Our final recommendation relates to press attention. This partnership is new, and according
to Dr. Jordan, unlike any established cross-sector partnership he is aware of. There is major
publicity potential in this concept that will result in increased Honeydrop sales and identification
of possible investors, as well as support, recognition, and even funding for Seven Hills Global
Outreach and this initiative and/or partnership. We recommend that the Honeydrop public relations
agency work quickly and deliberately in creating a press release and generating PR attention.

Lessons Learned
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Through the lens of this case study our team has learned the following lessons. First, that
small businesses are excited and engaged in the possibility of an opportunity which will commit
them to social good. More and more, entrepreneurs are finding ways to link a social mission or
cause with a practical business model. That being said, we have also learned the importance of
having both parties engaging in a partnership on the same page when it comes to that mission and
the objectives that follow. Due to the differences in how Seven Hills and Honeydrop view their
future together and what success will mean for their partnership, there is significant room for
failure if these differences are not rectified. In addition, we believe it is prudent for organizations
in the citizen sector to start behaving and operating within the mindset of the business sector in
order to ensure their own sustainability and growth. By investing in Honeydrop, Seven Hills
Foundation has ensured that as long as Honeydrop is successful, they will be able to continue to
provide support to SHGO. Lastly, and most importantly, we have learned that this kind of
relationship is possible. While all of the aspects of the Seven Hills and Honeydrop partnership
have not yet come to fruition, the foundation has been laid.

ANALYZING SHARED VALUE AND SOCIAL BUSINESS PRINCIPLES 52
References
Ablaza, G., Aquino, A., Beshouri, C., Romano, K., Zobel De Ayala, J. (2007). Viable business
models to serve low-income consumers: Lessons from the Phillippines. In V.K Rangan,
J. Quelch, G. Herrero, & B. Barton (Eds.), Business Solutions for the Global Poor:
Creating Economic and Social Value. (207-222). San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.
Austin, J. et al. (2007). Building new business value chains with low-income sectors in Latin
America. In V.K Rangan, J. Quelch, G. Herrero, & B. Barton (Eds.), Business Solutions
for the Global Poor: Creating Economic and Social Value. (193-206). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey Bass.
Beckmann, M., Zeyen A., and Keminska A. (2014). "Mission, Finance, And Innovation: The
Similarities And Differences Between Social Entrepreneurship And Social Business."
Ethology 115.10 (214): 1007. Web. 8 Apr. 2016.
Bloom, P., and Skloot E. (2010). "Scaling Social Impact - New Thinking” P. Bloom. Palgrave
Macmillan. Web. 08 Apr. 2016.
Davis, I. (2005, May 28). The Biggest Contract. The Economist. The Economist Newspaper
Retrieved from http://www.economist.com/node/4008642
Goodpaster, K., and Mathews, J. (1982). Can a corporation have a good conscience? In Harvard
Business Review on Corporate Social Responsibility (131-156). Boston, MA: Harvard
Business School Press.
Grove, A. and Berg, G. (2014). Social business: Defining and situation the concept. In A. Grove
and G. Berg (Eds.), Social Business: Theory, Practice, and Critical Perspectives. (3-22).
Springer.
Handy, C. (2002). What’s business for? In Harvard Business Review on Corporate
Social Responsibility (65-82). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.
Jhirad, D. and Woollam, A. (2007). Energizing the base of the pyramid: Scaling up successful
business models to achieve universal electrification. In V.K Rangan, J. Quelch, G.
Herrero, & B. Barton (Eds.), Business Solutions for the Global Poor: Creating Economic
and Social Value. (92-106). San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.
Kaku, R. (1997). The path of Kyosei. In Harvard Business Review on Corporate Social
Responsibility (105-130). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.
Kanter, R. (1999). From spare change to real change: The social sector as beta site for business
innovation. Harvard Business Review, May issue. Retrieved from

ANALYZING SHARED VALUE AND SOCIAL BUSINESS PRINCIPLES 53
http://iic.wiki.fgv.br/file/view/KANTER%3BFrom+Spare...to+Real+ChangeHBRmayjun_99.pdf
Karlan, D., and Appel J. (2011). More than Good Intentions: How a New Economics Is Helping
to Solve Global Poverty. New York: Dutton. Print.
King, N. (1994). The qualitative research interview. In C. Cassell and G. Simon (Eds.),
Qualitative methods in organizational research: A practical guide. (13-19).
London: Sage Publications.
Kreutzer, K. and Mauksch S. (2014). "The One and the Many Sides of Social Business: A
Critical Reflection." Springer Link, 18 Jan. 2014. Web. 08 Apr. 2016.
Martin, R. (2002, March). The virtue matrix: Calculating the return on corporate responsibility.
In Harvard Business Review on Corporate Social Responsibility (83-104). Boston, MA:
Harvard Business School Press.
Marwaha, K., Kulkarni, A., Mukhopadhyay, J., and Sivakumar, S. (2007). Creating strong
businesses by developing and leveraging the productive capacity of the poor. In
V.K Rangan, J. Quelch, G. Herrero, & B. Barton (Eds.), Business Solutions for the
Global Poor: Creating Economic and Social Value. (167-172). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey Bass.
Nguyen, N. (2014). The mystery of small social business ownership by the poor: Creative
solutions based on the poor's potential. In A. Groveand G. Berg (Eds.), Social Business:
Theory, Practice, and Critical Perspectives. (139-157). Springer.
Pengra, B. (2012). One planet, how many people? A review of the Earth’s carrying capacity.
Global Environmental Alert Service. United Nations Environment Programme.Retrieved
from http://www.unep.org/pdf/UNEP_GEAS_June_2012.pdf
Porter, M. (2013, Oct 7). Why business can be good at solving social problems. [video file]
Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0iIh5YYDR2o
Porter, M., and Kramer, M. (2002, December). The competitive advantage of corporate
philanthropy. In Harvard Business Review on Corporate Social Responsibility
(27-64). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.
Porter, M., and Kramer, M. (2011). The big idea: Creating shared value. Harvard Business
Review, January issue. Retrieved from
https://hbr.org/2011/01/the-big-idea-creating-shared-value

ANALYZING SHARED VALUE AND SOCIAL BUSINESS PRINCIPLES 54
Prahalad, C.K. (2005). The fortune at the bottom of the pyramid: Eradicating poverty through
profits. Pennsylvania: Wharton School Publishing.
Prahalad, C.K., and Hammond, A. (2002, September). Serving the world’s poor, profitably. In
Harvard Business Review on Corporate Social Responsibility (1-26). Boston, MA:
Harvard Business School Press.
Rangan, V.K., Chu, M., and Petkoski, D. (2011). The globe: Segmenting the base of the
pyramid. Harvard Business Review, June issue. Retrieved from
https://hbr.org/2011/06/the-globe-segmenting-the-base-of-the-pyramid
Seelos, C. and Mair, J. (2007). How social entrepreneurs enable human, social, and economic
development. In V.K Rangan, J. Quelch, G. Herrero, & B. Barton (Eds.), Business
Solutions for the Global Poor: Creating Economic and Social Value. (271-278). San
Francisco, CA:Jossey Bass.
Slaper, T., and Hall, T. (2011). The triple bottom line: What is it and how does it work? Indiana
Business Review, 86(1).
Smith, C. (1994). The new corporate philanthropy. In Harvard Business Review on Corporate
Social Responsibility (157-188). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.
United Nations. (2010). Vital statistics: Global hunger. Retrieved from
http://www.un.org/en/globalissues/briefingpapers/food/vitalstats.shtml
Wilson, C. and Wilson, P. (2006). Make poverty business: Increase profits and reduce risks by
engaging with the poor. Greenleaf Publishing.
Wilson, G. (2014). Enhancing financial returns by targeting social impact (SSIR). Enhancing
Financial Returns by Targeting Social Impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, Web.
08 Apr. 2016.
World Health Organization. (2015). World Health Statistics 2015. Retrieved from
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/170250/1/9789240694439_eng.pdf?ua=1&ua=1
Yunus, M. (2011). Building social business: The new kind of capitalism that serves humanity's
most pressing needs. New York: Public Affairs.
Yunus, M. (2015). Social business for new global economic architecture. Journal of Social
Business, 5(2), 31-46.

ANALYZING SHARED VALUE AND SOCIAL BUSINESS PRINCIPLES 55

APPENDIX A:
Interview Questions- David Jordan
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Organization:

Person interviewed:

Address:

Interviewer:
Date:

1. What is the vision statement for you partnership with Honeydrop?
2. What is the vision for this specific project?
3. Who is affected by this partnership?
4. Who is interested in CSR and shared value?
5. What is the target audience(s) for this case study analysis?
6. What is Honeydrop’s profile?
7. If a large corporation flips Honeydrop, would the partnerships in Sierra Leone, Ghana,
and Guatemala dissolve?
8. Is this the first time you have made a partnership that looks like this?
9. How do you know when you’re successful?
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APPENDIX B:
Interview Questions- David Luks and Mareill Kiernan
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Organization:

Person interviewed:

Address:

Interviewer:
Date:

1. Please describe your primary relationship to Honeydrop Beverages.
2. How long have you been associated with Honeydrop Beverages?
3. What brought you to work for Honeydrop/What was your inspiration for founding the
company?
4. What’s your position? What level of involvement do you have concerning the strategic
direction of Honeydrop Beverages?
5. What do you believe is Honeydrop’s mission?
6. Do you think the company is accomplishing that objective?
7. What do you think is the directional vision for the future?
8. What is your ideal outcome for this organization?
9. How did the business partnership between Honeydrop Beverages and Seven Hills
Foundation come to be?
10. How would you describe Seven Hills’ participation/role in this partnership? How would
you describe your role in this partnership?
11. What motivated you to partner with Seven Hills Foundation? Why does it go beyond
typical CSR? (ex. Mariell going to Ghana, SH purchasing stock, etc.)
12. Have you seen a benefit (financial, reputational, strategic, marketing) from this
partnership? What are the nature of these benefits?
13. Have any of these surprised you?
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14. Have there been any costs/unintended consequences of this partnership?
15. Where does social responsibility and your partnership with Seven Hills fit into your
mission/vision?
16. Where do you see this partnership fitting into today’s
market/world/partnerships/sectors?d
17. How do you see this type of partnership working for a larger corporation or more
established business?
18. Do you think they are capable of addressing the social issues of the world?
19. Do you think of these kinds of partnerships are a necessary/imperative for this
development?
20. What’s your definition of shared value?
21. What are the lessons you have learned so far (if any)?
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APPENDIX C:
Honeydrop Beverages Quarter 2 Investor Update (2015)
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APPENDIX D:
Honeydrop Beverages Quarter 3 Investor Update (2015)
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